Nuclear liability regimes are important as they ensure that potential victims will be compensated promptly and efficiently after a nuclear accident. The accident at Fukushima Daiichi in Japan in 2011 prompted a review of the global nuclear liability regime that remains on-going. Progress has been slow, but over the next few years the European Union is set to announce its new proposals. Meanwhile, in 2015, another global nuclear liability regime, the Convention on Supplementary Compensation for Nuclear Damage, has entered into force. This paper aims to move the debate in the literature on nuclear liability and focuses on the four following major issues: (1) reviews third-party nuclear liability regimes currently in operation around the world; (2) analyses the international nuclear liability regime following the accident at Fukushima Daiichi; (3) comparatively assesses the liability regimes for nuclear energy and the non-nuclear energy sector; and (4) presents the future outlook for possible developments in the global nuclear liability regime.
Introduction
"Accidents and calamities…are the universal legislators of the world." Plato, The Laws. 1 The accident at Fukushima Daiichi was a watershed moment for the global nuclear energy industry that has since led to an industrywide revision of practices and regulations within the international nuclear energy community. The estimated costs of the incident at Fukushima Daiichi vary according to different calculations (as detailed in Section 4) but in every case, the incurred costs of the accident so far have been significantly higher than existing capped liability limits that are in operation around the world, as detailed further in Section 2. This has prompted the international nuclear energy community to scrutinise and revise what 'liability' means in the sector.
'Nuclear Liability' has been an area of legal scholarship for many decades, and has its roots especially in the area of tort law and more specifically in relation to the examination of law and accidents. 2 This article aims to advance the legal literature with not just a focus on nuclear accidents themselves, but also we intend to extend the discussion to: (1) a comparative review of the issues surrounding nuclear liability internationally; and (2) a comparative analysis of nuclear and non-nuclear energy accidents.
Nuclear accidents are transboundary in nature especially where there is an off-site release of radioactive material. Hence, various international liability regimes have been developed for the nuclear energy sector to which countries can be members. The nuclear energy sector demonstrates a level of international cooperation on liability for transboundary pollution and damage that is not observed in other parts of the energy industry. Nuclear liability regimes are of vital importance for two main reasons: (1) the ability for the nuclear energy industry to function; and (2) for the protection of the public as potential victims of a nuclear accident. For example, India is relying on significant growth of its nuclear energy sector to meet future electricity demands. However, as will be described in Section 3, uncertainty surrounding the extent of their liability for suppliers in its national liability regime has deterred potential non-domestic investors. Furthermore, nuclear liability regimes enshrine commonality that is important because of the potential cross-boundary effects that a nuclear accident may have on other countries.
Actions for damages and for injuries suffered are major areas of law. In general, the issue of accidents and insurance is approached from the perspective of law and economics, or through an economic analysis of the law. Here there are two questions that will be asked: (1) what is the effect of the legal rules (descriptive); and (2) is the current system desirable and what should it look like (normative)? 3, 4 This paper examines the issue of accidents and insurance in the energy sector, and in particular, after a major accident. In this context, this paper provides four contributions: (1) it examines the third-party nuclear liability regimes currently in operation around the world and maps out the divergence between liability limits in the event of an accident in the European Union; (2) it analyses the international nuclear liability regime post the Fukushima Daiichi accident; (3) it comparatively assesses the liability regimes for nuclear energy and the non-nuclear energy sector; and (4) it presents the future outlook for possible developments in the global nuclear liability regime. More specifically, Section 2 details the current global nuclear liability regime while also analysing what it means if it is applied, i.e. if there were to be an accident. Section 3 focuses on global nuclear liability regime in light of the accident at Fukushima Daiichi, and Section 4 explores the difference between third party liability regimes for different energy sources. Finally, in Section 5, the paper advances the debate on whether the current global nuclear liability regime is desirable and points to what it should look like.
Current nuclear liability regimes
Many international institutions play a role in the energy sector. One of the most influential in terms of the international energy sector is the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) which plays a lead role in the international nuclear energy industry. There are no similar UN-affiliated international institutions for other energy sources. The IAEA is located in Vienna, Austria, and 162 countries are currently Member States. It acts as an international driver of the nuclear energy sector, and it has a particular focus on maintaining the safe operation of nuclear energy plants across the world.
The IAEA is responsible for ensuring what are, in essence, global safety and security standards for the industry. It also gives law and policy advice, to assist countries in implementing laws to safely develop nuclear energy infrastructures. The IAEA also plays a role in the event of an accident. The main action by the IAEA in this context is its promotion of a liability regime for nuclear accidents. This encompasses a number of international treaties on nuclear liability.
There are three main international liability agreements, and the members of IAEA are all signed up to one or more of these three agreements. There are two main international third party nuclear energy liability regimes operating at present:
(1) the "Paris and Brussels" Conventions, that are under the auspices of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD); and (2) the "Vienna" Convention that is under the auspices of the IAEA.
There also exists a third nuclear energy liability regime, which is the Convention on Supplementary Compensation for Nuclear Damage (CSC), also under the auspices of the IAEA but which is championed by the USA and while only a few countries have ratified it, the CSC recently came into force, as further detailed in Section 5.
These liability regimes are an example of international cooperation in one area of the energy sector. Such liability regimes are not present for other energy sources and this highlights the value of research in this area in that other energy sources and global industrial sectors can learn from the nuclear energy sector and the liability regimes in place for accidents. A brief overview of the international nuclear liability regimes currently in force are detailed in Sections 2AeC.
The USA -PriceeAnderson Act of 1957
The first nuclear liability regime was developed by the USA. The USA's third-party liability convention operates under the Price- The Vienna Convention (VC), established by the IAEA, is similar to the PC in its aims and was signed in 1963 mainly by non-OECD countries in Eastern Europe and Latin America. 12 The two conventions are similar in terms of the aforementioned seven principles but differ in number of other aspects such as financial liability limits, territorial scope and dispute resolution.
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The Brussels Supplementary Convention (BSC) was the next development, and it was signed in 1963 by the majority of the same countries that signed the PC.
14 In essence, it is complimentary to the PC and allowed additional funds to be made available to victims of a nuclear accident. The accident at Chernobyl in 1986 prompted the provision of additional funds to victims of a nuclear accident. Notably, The Joint Protocol that entered into force in 1992, which offers linkages between countries that adopted either the PC or the VC. The revised Vienna Convention (RVC) was introduced in 1997 and increased the minimum financial security required from US$5 million to 300 million Special Drawing Rights (SDRs), broadened the definition and geographical scope of nuclear damage and increased the time-period for certain claims to be raised. 16 
The principle of channelling
One of the key principles of present nuclear liability regimes is the channelling principle, where all liability is channelled to the operator. 24 The channelling principle is expressed best in the phrase from the first paragraph of IAEA Implementing Legislation drafting notes (see Table 2 below) and along with the accompanying phrase from both the Vienna and Paris Conventions "Except as otherwise provided in this Convention, no person other than the operator shall be 21 This is a combined total from under the PariseBrussels regime and under a three-tier compensation system with: the operator's financial security will be at least V700 million; the state in whose territory the liable operator's installation is situated and will have liability up to V500 million; all of the contracting parties may have a liability up to V300 million. 22 Carlton Stoiber and others, 'Handbook on Nuclear Law: Implementing Legislation' (2010) 104e106 <http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/Pub1456_ web.pdf> accessed 9 January 2016. 23 Paris Convention (n 9). 24 Cook (n 7) 177.
liable for nuclear damage".
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Through the nuclear liability regimes, liability is legally channelled (i.e. it can be considered as exclusive liability). In essence this follows that a nuclear operator will be solely liable for the accident. This means that all victims will be compensated by the operator and reduces the cost burden for victims and the speed to which they can receive compensation. The responsibility of suppliers to nuclear operators falls on the operator themselves but in some cases there may be specific clauses within contracts between the operator and supplier in relation to the supplier being liable to a certain degree. 3. An International review of the nuclear liability regime post-Fukushima
One issue surrounding the conventions is that not all countries have signed and ratified (i.e., enter into force) these conventions, especially the most recent revisions to the conventions. To illustrate this, the map in Fig. 1 ). It is suggested that the requirement of simultaneous ratification may act as a barrier to the majority of states ratifying the RPC. 32 With the ongoing uncertainty around which countries have signed and ratified which conventions, the nuclear liability regime was in a state of relative confusion prior to the accident at Fukushima Daiichi. Burns (2012) 33 has highlighted interesting statistics that further demonstrate the level of uncertainty on the potential effectiveness of existing nuclear liability regimes. His conclusion is the majority (74 per cent) of the world's reactors in operation or under construction are in eight states: Canada, China, France, India, Japan, South Korea, Russia, and the US. More importantly however, six of these countries d Canada, China, Japan, South Korea, India and the US d which account for 57 per cent of the world's reactors that are either in operation or under construction were until recently outside the scope of an international third party nuclear liability regime. Both Japan and the US are now as of April 2015 under the CSC liability regime. There are renewed efforts post-Fukushima Daiichi to reduce the uncertainty around nuclear liability regimes in Europe. The European Union, as stated earlier, is aiming to revise the nuclear liability regime. In addition, the IAEA has called for a move towards developing a global nuclear liability regime. This was agreed by members of the IAEA in the IAEA's Action Plan on Nuclear Safety that was developed in 2011 by the Board of Governors and endorsed by all Member States at the IAEA General Conference in 2012. 34 A functional and transparent nuclear liability regime is important from the context of the number of countries that aim to build nuclear energy plants for the first time. In addition, there are new developments in the nuclear industry that also add to the case for reform. For example, Chinese nuclear energy firms are planning to enter the European market in the UK and Romania (a cooperation agreement was signed in July 2014 and a contract is on schedule to be signed). 35 Russian and South Korean nuclear energy Table 2 IAEA Model provisions on Liability of the Operator provisions on Liability of the Operator. Stoiber and others (n 22).
Article##: liability of the operator 1. Subject to the provisions of this Law, only the operator of a nuclear installation shall be liable for nuclear damage wherever suffered, upon proof that such damage has been caused by a nuclear incident at the operator's nuclear installation. 2. Liability for nuclear damage caused by nuclear material which was stolen, lost, jettisoned or abandoned lies with the operator who was last authorized to possess such material 3. Liability for nuclear damage shall apply to nuclear damage wherever suffered. companies are also planning international operations, in Turkey and UAE, respectively.
36
The approach of India has been in contrast to the rest of the international nuclear industry. India has its own national nuclear liability that is set out in The Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act (2010). 37 One significant difference compared to other liability regimes is that liability is not exclusively channelled to the operator. Nuclear suppliers are also prospectively liable and this is specified in Section 17 of the Act (as detailed in Table 3 ). India has also signed the CSC (see Section 5). However, Section 17 contravenes the Annex of the CSC. 38 The intention in this paper is not to discuss in depth the clause (b) in Section 17, but to highlight more its ambiguity or vagueness.
The intent behind the direction by India in terms of civil nuclear liability is unclear. If anything it effectively prevents foreign suppliers from operating in India and it has stalled industry progress. This it seems was contrary to one of the intentions of The Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act in India, which was to attract foreign nuclear technology investment. 39 Compensation for major 
Table 3
Section 17 of The Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act (2010). Civil Liability for Nuclear Damages Act, 2010 (n 37); The Civil Liability For Nuclear Damage Rules, 2011 (n 52).
Operator's right of recourse 17. The operator of the nuclear installation, after paying the compensation for nuclear damage in accordance with section 6, shall have a right of recourse where-(a) such right is expressly provided for in a contract in writing; (b) the nuclear incident has resulted as a consequence of an act of supplier or his employee, which includes supply of equipment or material with patent or latent defects or sub-standard services; (c) the nuclear incident has resulted from the act of commission or omission of an individual done with the intent to cause nuclear damage. industrial accidents (especially from foreign companies) is a public issue in India after the Bhopal disaster in 1984 where compensation was extremely slow in been received by victims and that was if it was received at all. 40 There may be an attempt to avoid similar problems, but if anything the new law creates more confusion. 41 For example in its current state, a victim of a nuclear accident may have to take a multitude of court cases against several suppliers and the operatordespecially in the instance where the operator invokes Section 17 clause (b) "the nuclear incident has resulted as a consequence of an act of supplier or his employee" (see Table 3 ). In this context, it is also unclear in terms of administrative law if the Indian court systems has improved in terms of speed to compensate claimants; and especially in light of this been an issue after the Bhopal accident. It has been noted in the literature that the Indian legal system is far from being in a situation to manage the legal consequences of a nuclear accident. 42 Overall, many authors are positive towards the Indian approach to nuclear liability regime and its imposition of liability on suppliers though it is not exactly clear why. 43 There are several themes that emerge. One of these is that the international nuclear liability regime is in need of reform and the Indian approach is the way forward. This is despite one commentator noting that "In fact, in India, the operator companies will also be wholly governmentowned, which could explain in part why the Indian government chose to introduce an expanded concept of supplier liability". 44 Yet this issue is never addressed. There also seems to be a distrust of foreign companies in the sector and also perhaps distrust in the state nuclear company A significant oversight in the academic literature concerns the role of the nuclear safety regulator in India (Atomic Energy Regulatory Board, AERB) and its effect on India's relationship with the international nuclear liability regimes. There has just been one notable review of the AERB and other government agencies in India such as the Department of Atomic Energy and the Atomic Energy Commission. In this case the roles of the Indian government, the AERB and the other latter agencies have been heavily criticised with the authors pointing three key problems which have served to reduce the importance of the need for India to sign an international nuclear liability convention. These are: (1) the attitude that is demonstrated by comments made by the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission who stated that the probability of an accident was 'one in infinity'; (2) the lack of independence of the AERB from the influence of Government; and (3) the comment by the Secretary of the Department of Atomic Energy who stated that Indian reactors were 100 per cent safe. 48 The regulator has a role to ensure safety in the activities of the suppliers, as has the nuclear operator. Not allowing liability to be passed on to suppliers does not reduce the role of the AERB to ensure that suppliers provide safe, reliable and non-defective equipment and services. Even NPCIL has commented that the effect of the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act (2010) in India will be to reduce business activity in the Indian nuclear energy industry to a standstill. 49 Nevertheless, it is clear that despite the introduction of the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Bill in India, there remains a realisation that the issue of supplier liability is important in the nuclear energy industry. Further clarification will happen in this area, and in particular after the recent meeting in January 2015 between the US and India between their Presidents, Barack Obama and Narendra Modi, respectively. The outcome of this meeting will ensure there is a limit to the amount a supplier will be liable for in the event of a nuclear accident e though exact specifics still have yet to emerge. 50 In June 2015, a Rs 1500 crore ($234 million) Indian nuclear insurance pool was announced -this insurance pool comprises domestic insurers plus Nuclear Risk Insurers which manages the UK's nuclear insurance pool.
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In India, it seems the operator will not have strict liability until there is a major shift in Indian legislation. In particular, the supplier needs to consider the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Rules (2011) that apply from the same day the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act went into force (11 November 2011). 52 The Table 4 below. In essence Rule 24 aims to limit the wide scope of Section 17 (b) of the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act (see Table 3 ) both limiting the right of recourse of an operator on a supplier in time and the financial amount. However, it is perhaps not sufficiently unambiguous in asserting these limits. Also, the question as to whether Rule 24 is enforceable over Section 17 (b) of the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act remains open. Indeed, it has been asserted that Rule 24 could not be relied upon. It is not only inconsistent with Section 17 (b) but would also be prohibited by the Indian Supreme Court. 54 Hence, despite the introduction of Rule 24, the situation remains the same and is why the US nuclear industry have sought, through the intervention of President Obama, further clarification of the issue of supplier liability in India.
A comparative focus between nuclear and non-nuclear energy sectors
In many analyses of the nuclear liability regime, it has been held that a major nuclear accident will be extremely costly, with some studies suggesting that it could cost as much as £5000 billion. 55 In general these studies allude that the existing financial limits of liability are insufficient and therefore it is considered that the nuclear energy industry is in receipt of a subsidy. 56 The various approaches to calculating the damages from a nuclear accident by these studies can be excessive. Recent cost estimates on nuclear energy accidents from the Institute for Radiological Protection and Nuclear Safety (IRSN) in France estimates the cost of~V120 billion for a severe nuclear accident and~V430 billion for a major nuclear accident, such as Chernobyl or Fukushima, occurring in France. 57 As of 2014,~$21 billion has been claimed from the accident at Fukushima Daiichi. 58 The current projected cost of Fukushima is estimated at~V36.5 billion which is significantly below the IRSN figures 59 but much greater than the $12.6 billion U.S. insurance pool and the V1.5 billion limit of the RPC þ RBSC. Hence, discussion is presently focussed on what the lower limit of third-party nuclear liability should be and how the insurance sector can increase its coverage.
As a comparison, accidents in offshore oil and gas can be very costly in terms of human life and financially. For example, the major accident at the Piper Alpha rig in the North Sea in the UK on 6 July 1988 caused 167 fatalities. 60 Piper Alpha cost $1.4 billion ($3.6 billion in 2014 US$ values) in insurance claims and was unprecedented for the sector in realising the potential scale and spread of insurable claims across geographical and business scope. 61 The operating company, Occidental, paid £66 million to families of the deceased, but this compensation was not awarded through the UK criminal or civil courts.
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More recently, the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010 (which began on the 20 April 2010) caused so far has cost BP near $43 billion, as outlined in Table 5 . 63 This may be set to increase further with BP having been found grossly negligent in its activities that may have led to a potential fine of $18 billion under the Clean Water Act by the US courts. 64 That figure was then reduced to a $13.7 billion in the US courts but the expectation was that the Judge would seek a fine close to that maximum amount that will take the cost of the accident close to $55 billion d with a final decision expected in the summer of 2015. 65 The final fine is estimated to be $5.5 billion under the Clean Water Act penalty, with an additional $7.3 billion for natural resource damages, $4.9 billion in economic claims to five states and $1 billion in 400 local government claims e however, it is expected Table 4 Issues concerning Rule 24 of the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage (CLND) Act, 2011. OECD, 'Annual Report on India' (2012) 90 OECD-NEA Nuclear Law Bulletin 119.
" -Rule 24(1) provides that any contract under S. 17(a) of the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act shall not be for an amount less than the amount of the operator liability specified under S. 6(2) of the CLND Act, or the value of the contract itself, whichever is less. -Rule 24(2) states that the right of recourse referred to in Rule 24(1) shall be for the duration of the initial licence issued under the Atomic Energy (Radiation Protection) Rules, 2004, or the product liability period, whichever is longer. Such initial licence is granted for five years. -Section 6(1) of the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Act specifies that the maximum amount of liability with respect to each nuclear incident shall be SDRs 300 million (approximately USD 450 million) or such higher amount as may be notified by the government of India. Section 6(2) further subdivides the liability of an operator for each nuclear incident, and with respect to nuclear reactors having thermal power equal to or above ten MW, it shall amount to Rupees 1500 Crores (approximately USD 292.4 million)."
53 Committee on Subordinate Legislation, Lok Sabha Secretariat, The Civil Liability that this will be stretched out over 18 years (at $1.1 billion a year) and the expectation is BP will deduct the majority of these fines out of taxes. 66 Similar to the nuclear industry, oil industry liability rests with the operator. This is mainly achieved through Knock-for-Knock indemnity contracts. 67 The offshore oil and gas industry has no similar third-party agreements such as the PC, the VC, or the CSC d with the exception of transportation. The marine oil sector for oil tankers has an international liability regime governed by the International Marine Organization to which 133 countries are signatory. 68 Oil tanker accidents are insured for between V7 million to 
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A key issue for the operator, BP, as a result of the Deepwater Horizon disaster, was again the broadening of scope of damages beyond that experienced with Piper Alpha. Timeliness was also a key issue for BP in settling claims; even though they have since argued they settled too early in some cases, 71 due in part, to the division of geographical areas into settlement zones according to proximity to the spill. There are two major lessons for the nuclear insurance industry from the BP Deepwater Horizon case and these are:
(1) timeliness is very important in the claims management process; and (2) each major accident in the oil and gas sector will mean an increase in the scope and scale of those individuals and entities that seek, and can claim damages.
These are similar to what has happened in the nuclear energy sector after its major accidents. Chernobyl, as stated earlier, broadened the scope of the categories of damage that could be claimed and prompted updates to the nuclear liability regime. Fukushima Daiichi has shown that timeliness is very important and that again the scope for claiming by those affected to some degree by the accident has also increased. The logic dictates that as a result of a future accident in the nuclear energy sector, the scope of claims will increase. In essence, the definition of loss may expand and become more inclusive and expansive. There maybe other reasons for this in that, public trust in the industry is considered of vital importance and a return to 'business as usual' as soon as possible is more important for the industry than the amount of compensation finally claimed. 72 
Conclusion and future outlook
After Fukushima Daiichi, as after Chernobyl, the accident prompted a desire to review and possibly to reform the nuclear liability regime to ensure victims are adequately compensated. 73 To-date discussion around the global nuclear liability regime post Fukushima Daiichi has received little attention in academic literature and this article aims to address this. Over the next few years, the global nuclear liability regime is set to come under scrutiny at an international institutional level, and in particular, because of developments in the EU and also due to the CSC coming into force.
The EU has so far played a lead role in reviewing the international global nuclear liability regime. The EU held a meeting on this subject matter in January 2014. 74 The meeting was preceded by an EC Public consultation on nuclear liability 75 and the ambition of this meeting was to build on this consultation and also begin to draft a new approach for nuclear liability within the EU. The necessity of the consultation by the EU Commission and the need for a revision of the liability regime had been previously questioned in 2013 by the nuclear industry. 76 Observations from the January 2014 meeting were no clearer, though it was highlighted that there were lessons to be learned from the accident at Fukushima Daiichi. In particular, these related to the claims management process, an In contrast, the US is pursuing a different agenda, and is pushing the CSC as the global solution towards third-party nuclear liability, 78 especially recommending that a country's national law needs be in line with the Annex of the CSC. At present six countries have ratified the CSC, these are: Argentina, Morocco, Romania, Japan, UAE, and the USA (which from 83 suggesting that circa a third of the 48 nuclear reactors are likely to come back online; a third and their return to operation remains uncertain; and the final third unlikely to come back into operation. Nevertheless, the CSC is now in force. This paper has assessed what the international nuclear regimes are (in Section 2). In Section 3 the effect of these regimes is highlighted through Fig. 1 where the map of Europe shows the effect of the 'patchwork' of conventions that are in force which results in varying levels of liability amounts and financial security limits. The absence of a common coherent liability regime that is accessible to victims raises many issues, but principally the question of whether there is merit in the range of international nuclear liability regimes themselves. Section 3 also discusses the nuclear liability regime in India where it is evident that India has to engage in reform of its own domestic liability laws before further development will happen in relation to being a signatory to an international nuclear liability regime. 84 In the penultimate section, it is clear that from a comparative focus between nuclear and non-nuclear energy sectors that the international nuclear industry is more advanced in its approach to accidents. Non-nuclear energy sectors have lower liability limits and yet (based on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill) result in similar if not higher amounts of compensation. Further, it will in more likelihood be necessary to pursue action in the courts after an accident for a non-nuclear energy sector as there is not the same cooperation on liability as there is in the nuclear energy sector. The effect of the Fukushima Daiichi accident is set to continue on the nuclear energy sector in relation to liability and compensation. Indeed, issues are around compensation and accidents are a contentious area and as one legal scholar noted: "One thing seems clear. If we are concerned… with accident compensation, the tort law system is unsatisfactory." 85 The debate will continue and in relation to the nuclear energy sector and liability, Burns (2012) highlights the essence of the future direction that research in the area should take:
"The Fukushima Daiichi accident brings a new focus to the international liability debate, one that is not merely about theoretical problems and impacts of a nuclear accident. In my own view, the accident does not so much newly reveal heretofore "unknowable" or "unthinkable" events and impacts as it does the need for conscientious re-dedication to the essential tenets of nuclear safety and the courage to face the "what ifs" and consequences of an accident."
The area of nuclear liability identifies with previous literature on the issue of torts and accidents and the law, in that it is an area that Rosatom and its plans to build in Finland, India and Turkey point towards further complexity with international nuclear liability regimes. All three countries have signed separate and different bilateral agreements with Russia relating to nuclear liability. 87 Finally, while an accident within the nuclear sector may inevitably exceed the amount stated in the legal liability cap though to what extent will be determined by the characteristics of the accident and the response to the accident. Nevertheless, it is evident that the issue of liability in the nuclear energy sector is not a unique question when accidents and the energy sector are considered. If anything, the nuclear energy sector is further along the in the process of resolving this issue than in other parts of the energy sector, for example, in the offshore oil and gas industry.
